how composers think about it, how music behaves, why it is written, and how composers measure their success.
Histories of the music of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries have almost universally explained the stylistic changes which characterize this period as the results of stresses within the musical language itself. Harmony and melody, which had traditionally both depended upon and helped to create the feeling of being "in a key," were often used in the later nineteenth century to undermine that feeling for emotional or dramatic effect, and standard histories have viewed this development as decisive, speaking of the "breakdown" or "demise" of tonality as if tonal music suddenly ceased to be composed, played, or understood.
This so-called "breakdown" is described as "inevitable." According to this view, composers in the generation which included Mahler, Schoenberg, and Scriabin had no choice but to proceed toward total chromaticism, along a path mapped out for them in tonal music as far back as Bach and Mozart.3 Among late nineteenth-century figures, Wagner is preeminent in such histories, which view the prolonged disNotes for this article begin on page 82. This view is, at best, only partially true. Yet it has become virtual dogma, the accepted, apparently satisfactory explanation for how what we think of as "modern music" came to be written. This dogma concentrates the interest of scholars and critics on the evolution of pitch relationships above every other element in the music and obscures other modernist trends which do not involve pitch manipulation. In particular, this emphasis on the evolution of musical technique, divorced from an understanding of the contexts for which music was being created, obscures the real crisis in music composition during this period, a crisis not of musical language but of purpose.
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Schoenberg's defense of Brahms in "Brahms the Progressive" is couched in purely musical terms, emphasizing his "contributions to an unrestricted musical language"' based on irregular phrasing, harmonic innovation, motivic saturation, and avoidance of repetition-a language that clearly influenced Schoenberg's own.6 Peter Gay follows Schoenberg's lead, as he seeks to resolve the apparent paradox between the reception offered Brahms's works in the nineteenth century, when they were seen as difficult and intellectual, and what he imagines their current reputation to be: sweet, sentimental, and Romantic. Our view of Brahms is the result of long familiarity, Gay argues: "The radical innovations in harmony and rhythm that Schoenberg discerns in Brahms's work have been absorbed into the mainstream of taste with the passage of time; what once mystified and alienated listeners now lies comfortably, almost lazily, in our ear."7 Having redeemed Brahms as a difficult modernist as well as a conservative follower of Beethoven, Gay is ultimately led to an understanding that modernism is not so divorced from tradition as it is usually pictured, not so much a creation of something new out of the void as a selective reinterpretation of available elements from the tradition, including the present as well as the near and distant pasts.
Gay is clearly on the right track here, as that synthesis of elements from past and present is certainly what Brahms was after in his music, and what Schoenberg was after as well. But in revising our ideas of modernism, he is not revisionist enough: like Schoenberg, he fails to escape the realm of musical language to consider music in its social context. He does not stop to ask why "mystifying" and "alienating" listeners is almost a given for modern music, even while using this aspect of the early reception offered to Brahms as an argument for Brahms's modernism. Nor does he consider that, while the music of Brahms, Dvohfik, and Tchaikovsky-the first generation to be labelled "modern" in our modern sense of the word-is no longer considered "modern," the music of the following generation, of Schoenberg, Ives, and Stravinsky, has remained "modern," "mystifying," and "alienating" since its creation seventy-five years ago.
I want to redefine modernism in music and to begin the modernist movement in music with Brahms. Modernism in music is not identical with progress in musical techniques. To treat the history of music in our century as merely a series of innovations, as is not uncommon, is to trivialize the music and our experience of it in the concert hall while elevating innovation itself to the level of an absolute.8 What is most important about the music of the past hundred years is not its innovations but its air of crisis, and that crisis has to do primarily with the relationship of new music to past music, the music of the concert tradition. I wish to define "modern music" as music written by composers obsessed with the musical past and with their place in music history, who seek to emulate the music of those we call the "classical masters," measuring the value of their own music by the standards of the past. "Modern" is an apt term for this music, for both composers and listeners conceive of it in relation to the music of the past and are self-conscious about its modernity. The legendary difficulty and sense of "alienation" of modernist music follows naturally from this obsession with the past. Modern composers are more concerned with value in an absolute sense, with judging music against an abstract ideal, than with accessibility or direct communication with an audience in the present.
The source of modernism lies not in increasing chromaticism, indeed not in the musical language at all, but in music's changing social function. In the century from Mozart's mature works to those of Brahms, the public concert changed from a platform for the presentation of recent works by living composers to a museum primarily for the display of works of art from previous generations.9 While Mozart wrote to please all the members of his audience from the unschooled listener to the connoisseur, virtuoso composer-performers of the early nineteenth century sacrificed the musical values esteemed by connoisseurs for the sake of immediate and spectacular appeal. In reaction, serious musicians turned back to Beethoven, Mozart, Haydn, and even J. S. Bach, challenging the ephemera of the virtuosi with what they regarded as "classic" music, masterpieces by master composers which had enduring value. As a new seriousness entered the concert hall, the concert began to resemble a museum show, complete with explanatory notes and the start of what we know as "music appreciation," the art of listening as a learned rather than culturally native activity. That part of the audience which sought to be entertained rather than improved by music was no longer welcome in the concert hall, and entertainment music-what we now think of as "popular" music-took refuge in music halls, nightclubs, and "pops" concerts. Only tutored listeners, the intellectual heirs of the eighteenth-century connoisseurs, remained in the concert halls.
The music that was played there, whatever its original purpose, was understood to be, or to aspire to be, "classical." Older works were performed not as aristocratic entertainments, as they may have been originally intended, but as masterworks tested by time and deserving admiration and study for their own sakes. New works specifically written for the concert hall museum were expected to perform the same function as the masterworks already there enshrined. Each work, old or new, was a museum piece, and had to meet three basic requirements in order to qualify for the permanent collection: (1) it must visibly participate in the tradition of serious art music; (2) it must have lasting value, rewarding rehearings, study, and analysis, becoming loved as it becomes familiar; and (3) it must proclaim a distinctive musical personality, different enough from the other works in the collection to justify its inclusion while not so radically different as to exclude it entirely.10 It should be stressed that the creation of musical works of lasting value had never before been the only, or even the primary, goal of composition. Only in the nineteenth century did the connoisseur's appreciation of music for its own sake, apart from any rituals of church, court, or commerce, become the norm for listening to concert music. The sense of crisis in music from the latter nineteenth century through our own time was provoked by this ideology of music as an art practiced for its own sake and heightened by the simultaneous intensification of competition, as living composers found themselves crowded out of the concert hall not only by the music of the two previous generations, but also by the rediscovered music of the Renaissance and Baroque. The crisis was in part one of style: as early music became better known, the choices of what music to play and how to compose became progressively wider, until what the pieces in the concert had in common was no longer a shared style but only a shared status as enduring classics. In reaction to such a diversity of sound and approach, the musical language common to nineteenth-century composers began to splinter into individual dialects, and the rapid and dramatic changes in style which characterize the past hundred years have resulted from this fragmentation of the common musical language rather than from stresses within the language itself.
Brahms, born in 1833, matured just as the transformation of the concert hall into a cultural museum was in its final stages. The concert music he heard and the piano music he studied as a boy included both the revived "classics" and the Brahms regarded these predecessors as useful models for his own music because he understood them to be solving intrinsically musical problems in ways that were new to him. He was not interested in them as historical figures-as musicologists and cultural historians are interested in them-but as musicians, as one composer is interested in the work of a colleague. He saw that they had something to teach him, and he was interested in what he could learn from them, seeing the musical problems they had solved as contemporary ones.
Brahms's thorough knowledge of the past allowed him to recreate old forms, from the familiar sonata to the virtually forgotten chaconne, and invest them with the same organic approach to form which Mozart and Bach had demonstrated. For all his study, there is nothing academic about Brahms's music. It sounds like no other music-sounds, in fact, more distinct from his contemporaries than the music of anyone else writing at this time. And this distinctiveness was precisely the result of the great wealth of his influences and his willingness to mix them freely, integrating procedures from vastly different traditions into his own new works.
An example of this is the famous chaconne finale of the Fourth Symphony from 1885. The most obvious model for it is Bach's Chaconne for solo violin, which Brahms had transcribed in 1877 for piano left hand; the two pieces have a great deal in common." Both are finales of multi-movement works; both are in a minor key in a slow triple time; the variations in both are grouped in pairs; each chaconne has three sections, the middle one in the parallel major key; within each section, there is an increase in rhythmic activity; the sections are articulated by a reappearance of the opening idea and texture; the bass line and principal tune are freely varied; there are even certain details of figuration that the two pieces share, such as dotted rhythms, bariolage, and a tendency for motives to begin just after rather than on the downbeat.12
But there is a second model for this movement, less obvious though certainly as important: Beethoven's Eroica, the first and one of the few other symphonies whose finale is a set of variations. The bass line of both variation sets is first presented in the middle and upper registers, only later being placed in the bass; both movements are in three sections, including a suggestion of a sonata-form development and recapitulation; within each section, the rhythm gradually intensifies; and both movements close with a faster symphonic coda, which begins with a recall of the movement's opening, then develops the thematic material in a new way, divorced from the rigidity of the theme's recurring eight-measure phrases.
In a more general way, Brahms borrows melodic grace, ornament, and chromaticism from Mozart and Chopin, orchestrational ideas from Schumann, and part of his conception of the chaconne from Couperin. The result is pure Brahms. By choosing two strong but very distinct and unusual works from different eras of music as his principal models, Brahms avoids mere imitation; his own voice is recognizable, even when his debt is most obvious. This movement is a prime example of a piece written for the concert hall museum: modelled on the important classical composers, it visibly participated in the tradition they represent; its value is enduring; its beauties are revealed best by familiarity and close study; and its personality is distinctive. It seems at once traditional and fresh, ancient and forward-looking. Written to continue the musical values of Schumann, Beethoven, and Bach, its aspiration to the label "classic" is unmistakable.
Other What is most radical about Brahms's music is that he faced head on the problems of writing for a concert audience familiar with the music of the past, the problem that has been the principal concern of serious composers since his time. The requirements of composition had become paradoxical: composers sought to write new music that would find a place in a tradition of steadily aging immortal masterpieces, demanding of each piece that it visibly participate in that tradition while proclaiming its own distinctiveness. Brahms's solution, as Lewin points out, was dialectical, addressing not only the opposition of old and new musical styles and techniques, but also, even more importantly, the tension between emulation and originality. Brahms simultaneously established his place in the tradition and achieved his distinctive musical voice by his selective reinterpretation of existing music, intensifying, combining, and transforming what he valued in the musical tradition. It was in his borrowing that his originality lay, and in his plundering of the past for its treasures that his new riches were forged.
This kind of dialectic within music approaches a species of criticism, as if Brahms were writing in his music a commentary on his own experience as a musician, or indeed, given his wide knowledge, a rumination on the entire previous tradition of music. Writing about Brahms's integration of the special features of Schubert's sonata movements into more traditional forms patterned after Mozart and Beethoven, James Webster has observed that through this juxtaposition "Brahms himself provided a secure foundation for analysis and criticism of Schubert's forms.""7 The same is true for Brahms's other uses of existing music as a source or model for his own. Brahms's music presents itself to us on two levels: for the naive listener, as an independent musical work in abstract form, and for the connoisseur, as a gloss on a particular work, style, genre, or technique."8 Heard in this second way, Brahms's music embraces all he knew of previous European musical history within it, a summation that is both awesome in its scope and incomprehensible without an understanding of the past that is being evoked. To experience Brahms's music fully, one must come to know as much about music as Brahms did-and that is no small task.
In its dialectical nature, in its role as criticism, and in its seeking not to displace the classical masters but to join them, Brahms's music The list could go indefinitely. Each of these composers, from Mahler to Rochberg, has written music which focuses on the dialectics between old and new styles and between emulation and originality, music which takes music itself as its subject matter.22 In the process of developing his own musical language through the rapprochement of contemporary techniques with older materials, each composer creates a kind of musical criticism presented in strictly musical terms, exposing hitherto unsuspected relationships between apparently unrelated musical traditions or ideas, or extending the contributions of past composers in new directions.23 The more familiar one is with the music used as models, the more exhilarating this criticism in music can be. But criticism is rarely read as often as the literature it critiques, and this has been the fate of much modern music as well. If to experience Brahms's music fully one must know what Brahms knew about music, and if the same holds true for Schoenberg, then to experience Babbitt's music-which cannot even be approached without an understanding of the music of the Schoenberg school-will be an impossibility for all but a very few.
Here is where something has been lost. While Brahms's music could be experienced on two levels-naively or as a self-conscious critique of past music-with a few exceptions modern music has lost its ability to make an appeal to the naive listener. Modern composers have been less interested in writing music which is grateful to perform or accessible to their audiences than they are in writing "good music"-music which intrigues and excites the learned connoisseur, music worthy of comparison with the masterpieces of Bach, Mozart, and Beethoven, music whose lasting value will earn a place in the permanent collection. Following the model of Brahms as they have understood it, composers from Reger to Wuorinen have measured their success in terms of the absolute quality of their music, not in terms of its immediate or wide appeal. Like Brahms's music, also, their music is self-consciously "modern," reflecting on the tradition of art music and seeking continuously to renew it.
However, unlike the music we still think of as "modern," despite its advancing age, Brahms's music has attained both classic status and great popularity. Brahms recognized and solved yet a third dialectic in his compositions, beyond the oppositions of the new with the old and of emulation with originality. This is the tension between the present and the futurethe requirement that a work demonstrate lasting value, rewarding frequent rehearings and becoming more loved as it becomes more familiar, and yet at the same time have enough immediate appeal to move the listener to seek out a second hearing. It is on this paradox that most modern composers have foundered. Like Mozart before him, Brahms invested his music not only with hidden beauties for the connoisseur, but also with a strikingly beautiful and emotionally appealing surface containing enough familiar features to orient the untutored listener. Through a familiarity Schoenberg's music can never win, Brahms's modernism has lost its bite: by the end of his life, his music was as firmly established in the concert hall museum as that of his models Bach and Beethoven. Only a few composers since Brahms-notably Mahler and Debussy-have achieved the same synthesis of immediate and lasting appeal. In this respect, the "music of the future" has belonged not to Wagner but to Brahms. It is the change in the orientation of serious music, the change in the purpose of composition, which has been of greatest importance, rather than the changes within the language of music itself. The music that resulted from a confrontation with Wagner, from Strauss to Debussy, evolved a new language where orchestral color, striking dissonant chords, new scales and modes, and characteristic rhythmic patterns assumed increasing structural weight and the old founda- 
